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I.  INTRODUCTION 

Attorney  Joseph  Yanny  is  not  a  friend  of  this,  or  any  court. 
After  being  paid  $2,300,000  in  legal  fees  to  represent  plaintiff 
and  other  entities,1  Yanny  decided  that  the  Code  of  Professional 
Responsibility  did  not  apply  to  him.  He  began  representing 
parties  adverse  to  his  former  client,  including  the  defendant 
here,  Gerald  Armstrong.  As  a  result,  the  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court  forbade  Yanny  from  representing  "...  Armstrong  directly  or 
indirectly  in  any  legal  proceeding  against  [plaintiff]  without 
[plaintif f ] ' s  prior  written  consent  or  further  court  order." 

[Ex.  A  to  Declaration  of  William  T.  Drescher  ("Drescher  Decl."> 
Transcript  of  Proceedings,  August  6,  1991]. 

It  is  Yanny,  not  plaintiff,  who  attempts  to  evade  Judge 
Cardenas'  order.  His  appearance  as  "amicus"  here  accomplishes 
all  he  could  have  hoped  by  representing  Armstrong  directly.2 


1  Yanny 's  legal  representation  of  plaintiff  and  other 

Scientology  churches  between  October  1983  and  December  1987  was 
sweeping  and  pervasive.  Inter  alia .  he  oversaw  all  litigation  for 
Religious  Technology  Center,  supervised  lawyers  employed  by  the 
Church  across  the  country,  and  coordinated  Church  litigation 
efforts.  See  Ex.  J  to  Drescher  Dec.,  Reporter's  Transcript,  Feb. 
5,  1990  at  2017-2010  and  2030-2039. 

2  Indeed,  Yanny  is  a  lawyer  out  of  control,  who  will  stop  at 
nothing  to  attack  those  who  dare  to  oppose  him.  Outside  the 
courtroom,  he  boasts  of  his  abilities  to  use  the  legal  system  to 
harass  opposing  parties  and  counsel.  [Ex.  Q  to  Farny 
Declaration,  Declaration  of  Steven  Ames  Brown.]  Crossed  in  the 
courtroom,  he  has  been  known  to  threaten  judges  with  recusal 
motions  that  he  never  intended  to  make,  using  the  threats  as  a 
device  to  prolong  the  proceedings  and,  in  the  words  of  the  Ninth 
Circuit,  "as  a  game  of  hide  the  ball."  E  &  J  Gallo  Winery  v. 
Gallo  Cattle  Co.  (9th  Cir.  February  7,  1992)  1992  U.S.App.  LEXIS 
1438,  #45  -  #46.  (Ex.  H  to  Drescher  Dec.) 

Graphic  evidence  of  Yanny 's  contempt  for  judicial 
proceedings  and  the  legal  profession  came  with  his  testimony  in  a 
deposition  taken  in  the  case  of  Religious  Technology  Center  v. 
Scott,  United  States  District  Court  for  the  Central  District  of 

(continued. . . ) 
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II .  YANNY '8  AMICUS  BRIEF,  NOT  PLAINTIFF'S  MOTION.  18  AN 

ATTEMPT  TO  EVADE  JUDGE  CARDENAS ORDER 

Yanny  has  inundated  this  Court  with  distorted  descriptions 
of  proceedings  before  other  courts,  most  of  which  are  irrelevant 
to  the  matters  actually  at  issue.  The  truth  concerning  the  Yanny 
cases  is  provided  herein'  to  correct  the  false  allegations  made  by  j 
Yanny  concerning  those  proceedings. 

In  Yanny  I .  plaintiff  sued  Yanny  for  breach  of  fiduciary 
duty  and  billing  fraud.  After  a  lengthy  trial,  during  which 
Yanny  repeatedly  interjected  slurs  and  other  prejudicial  comments 
intended  to  prejudice  the  jury,  the  court  was  forced  to  issue  a 
jury  instruction  which  specifically  noted  Mr.  Yanny 's  improper 
comments  and  instructed  the  jury  to  disregard  them.  [Ex.  C  to 
Drescher  Decl.,  Transcript  of  Proceedings,  February  21,  1990, 
pages  3075  -  3076] . 

Both  judge  and  jury  found  in  Yanny 's  favor  after  Yanny 's 


2 ( . . . continued) 

California,  Case  No.  85-711  on  October  14,  1988.  Yanny,  formerly  ; 
counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  that  very  case,  was  called  by  the 
defendants  as  a  witness.  As  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  that  case 
battled  in  vain  to  prevent  Yanny  from  trampling  on  his  former 
attorney/client  relationship,  the  following  exchange  took  place: 

MR.  COOLEY:  I  totally  object  to  this  line  of 
interrogation,  Mr.  Fagelbaum. 

MR.  MOXON:  You  are  — 

MR.  COOLEY:  Wait  a  minute.  I'm  making  an  objection. 

I  object,  and  I  move  that  the  answer  be  stricken. 

THE  WITNESS:  I  am  not  finished  with  my  answer. 

MR.  COOLEY;  You're  not  going  to  finish.  I  instruct  you  not 
to  answer  because  of  attorney-client  privilege. 

THE  WITNESS:  I  instruct  you  to  kiss  my  rosy  ass. 

MR.  COOLEY:  You  do  not  have  the  position  you  have  in  the  —  ; 
in  your  own  case  in  this  matter  here. 

THE  WITNESS:  Oh,  I  don't? 

MR.  COOLEY:  No,  you  don't. 

THE  WITNESS:  Fuck  you. 

(Ex.  B.  to  Drescher  Dec.,  Deposition  of  Joseph  A.  Yanny,  Oct.  14, 
1988,  p.  34.) 
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incredible  performance  in  the  Los  Angeles  court.  However,  Judge 
Cardenas  found  only  that  plaintiffs  had  developed  insufficient 
evidence  of  Yanny's  surreptitious  aid  to  plaintiffs'  adversaries 
in  order  to  enter  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Judge  Cardenas  warned 
that  Yanny  showed  "a  ready  willingness  to  disregard  legal  and 
ethical  responsibilities  owed  to  his  former  clients."  [Drescher 
Decl . ,  para.  8].  Plaintiffs  did  indeed  appeal  the  judgment  in 
Yanny  I .  and  that  appeal  is  pending. 

Despite  Judge  Cardenas'  warning  in  Yanny  I,  in  June,  1991, 
Yanny  undertook  direct  representation  of  Vicki  and  Richard 
Aznaran,  in  the  very  federal  action  that  the  plaintiffs  in 
Yanny  I  had  accused  him  of  creating.  [Ex.  A  to  Drescher  Decl., 
Transcript  of  Proceedings, -  August  6,  1991,  pp.  31-33.] 
Plaintiffs  moved  to  disqualify  Yanny  in  the  Aznaran  case,  filed 
Yannv  II.  and  sought  a  temporary  restraining  order  and  prelim¬ 
inary  injunction.  [Drescher  Decl.,  paras.  9-10]. 

Plaintiffs  sought  to  have  Yannv  II  sent  to  the  courtroom  of 
Judge  Cardenas  because  of  his  familiarity  with  all  of  the 
players.  Yanny  joined  in  this  request.  [Drescher  Decl.,  para. 
11.]  Judge  Cardenas  issued  an  order  to  show  cause  re  preliminary 
injunction,  permitting  full  briefing  and  argument  by  the  parties. 
The  hearing  of  that  order  to  show  cause  is  the  hearing  from  which 
Yanny  quotes  selectively,  and  which  Yanny  uses  to  infer  that 
Judge  Cardenas  gave  him  carte  blanche  to  encourage  Armstrong  to 
violate  Armstrong's  Agreement.  Judge  Cardenas  actually  found 
that  there  was  a  likelihood  plaintiffs  could  prevail  on  the 
merits;  that  Yanny  had  appeared  as  counsel  for  litigants  against 
his  former  clients  without  their  consent  in  violation  of  Business 
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and  Professions  Code  §  8888(c);  and  that  Yanny  manifested  a  ready 
will inaness  to  disregard  legal  and  ethical  responsibility  to  his 
former  clients .  Accordingly,  Judge  Cardenas  issued  the  requested 
injunctive  relief  against  Yanny,  including  a  prohibition  that 
Yanny  not  represent  Armstrong  in  any  legal  proceeding.  [Ex.  A  to 
Drescher  Decl.,  pp.  31-34]. 

The  Yannv  II  court  was  concerned  with  representation  by 
Yanny  of  Armstrong.  It  did  not  have  before  it  Armstrong's 
Agreement,  nor  any  issues  concerning  Armstrong's  breaches  of  the 
Agreement.  Judge  Cardenas  was  not  asked  to  restrict  or  enjoin 
anyone's  conduct  except  Yannv ' s .  Yanny  cannot  bootstrap  Judge 
Cardenas'  ruling  on  the  scope  of  Yannv' s  permissible  conduct  into 
a  ruling  that  Armstrong  may  not  be  enjoined  from  aiding  Yanny  in 
litigation  against  the  Church. 

In  fact,  Yanny  has  not  been  hampered  at  all  in  obtaining 
Armstrong's  testimony  for  Yannv  II  before  any  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Agreement.  Armstrong  appeared  for  deposition  pursuant  to 
subpoena3  for  three  days  in  Yannv  II.  Both  Yanny  himself  and 

i 

Yanny 's  lawyer  questioned  Armstrong  at  length,  in  the  presence  of 
a  discovery  referee.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  deposition, 

Yanny 's  attorney  announced  that  he  had  no  further  questions  and 
the  deposition  was  concluded.  Yanny  can  thus  claim  no  harm  from 


3  The  Agreement  does  not  prohibit  Armstrong  from  responding  to 
lawful  subpoenas  nor  does  it  restrict  Armstrong's  testimony  under 
such  circumstances.  As  discussed  in  plaintiff's  reply  to 
Armstrong's  opposition,  the  provisions  of  the  Agreement  only 
prevent  voluntary  cooperation  or  conduct  designed  to  avoid 
contractual  obligations.  These  provisions  are  lawful,  were  fully  j 
bargained  for,  and  may  easily  be  enforced.  They  harm  no  one, 
least  of  all  Yanny,  and  were  bargained  for  and  agreed  to  by 
Armstrong. 
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the  proposed  injunction  directed  at  Armstrong:  the  Code  of  Civil 

Procedure  permits  him  to  take  discovery  of  a  witness  by  subpoena 

and  under  oath,  which  is  precisely  what  he  has  done. 

Ill .  PLAINTIFF  18  ENTITLED  TO  THE  INJUNCTIVE  RELIEF  REQUESTED 

As  "amicus"  Yanny  has  raised  a  whole  series  of  arguments, 

not  briefed  by  Armstrong,  but  which  concern  only  Armstrong's 

entitlement  to  relief.  These  arguments  are  improper,  especially 

in  light  of  the  preliminary  injunction  in  Yanny  II,  and  should  be 

disregarded.  However,  each  is  briefly  discussed  below. 

A.  The  Agreement  is  Not  Vacrue  or  ambiguous  and  is  Specifically 
Enforceable 

Yanny  argues  that  the  Agreement  should  not  be  enforced 
because  it  would  require  the  Court  to  be  involved  in  supervision 
of  its  performance,  relying  upon  Thayer  Plymouth  Center.  Inc,  v. 
Chrysler  Motors  Coro.  (1967)  255  Cal.App.2d  300,  63  Cal.Rptr. 

148.  In  Thaver ,  the  court  refused  to  decree  specific  performance 

j 

because  it  would  be  required  to  be  involved  in  the  "impossible 

i 

task  of  supervising  maintenance  of  dealership  records,  the 
processing  of  orders,  setting  incentive  programs,  and  advertising 
campaigns."  Id.  at  304-305.  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  court 
would  refuse  to  be  involved  in  such  a  supervisory  process.  Such 
is  not  the  case  here. 

Yanny 's  other  authorities  are  similarly  inapplicable.  In 
Whipple  Quarry  Co.  v.  L.C.  Smith  (1952)  114  Cal.App.2d  214,  249 

p. 2d  854,  the  court  refused  to  order  specific  performance  and 
affirmative  covenants  to  operate  a  quarry  as  a  commercial  quarry, 
sell  to  the  public  at  prevailing  rates  and  pay  royalties  to  the 
plaintiffs.  114  Cal.App.2d  at  216.  In  Long  Beach  Drug  Co.  v. 
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United  Drug  Co.  (1939)  13  Cal. 2d  158,  88  P.2d  698,  the  court 

refused  to  decree  specific  performance  of  succession  of  acts, 
including  compelling  defendant  to  sell  to  plaintiff,  plaintiff 
purchasing  from  defendant,  and  maintenance  of  retail  prices  over 
an  indefinite  term. 

The  Agreement  here  does  not  require  a  succession  of  acts. 

It  merely  requires  Armstrong  to  refrain  from  clearly  defined 
conduct.  The  Court  will  not  be  compelled  to  supervise  a 
succession  of  acts  continuing  over  a  long  period  of  time.  It 
will  only  be  involved  in  determining  whether  Armstrong  violated 
the  prohibitions  which  he  has  long  known  and  understood.  Indeed, 
Judge  Dufficy  had  no  difficulty  in  ordering  a  specific 
restraining  order,  based  on  the  Agreement,  which  was  in  place  for 
nearly  two  months  while  this  action  was  being  transferred  to  Los 
Angeles.  Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  para.  5. 

B.  Laches  Plaintiff  has  not  delayed  in  seeking  a  remedy  here; 
indeed,  as  soon  as  plaintiff  became  certain  that  Armstrong's 
breaches  were  not  simply  a  single,  isolated  incident,  but  an 
intentional  series  of  activities,  plaintiff  moved  in  Los  Angeles 
Superior  Court  for  relief.  Thereafter,  Armstrong  engineered  a 
45-day  delay  of  a  hearing  on  the  merits.  After  that  court 
determined  that  it  lacked  jurisdiction,  plaintiff  retained  local 
counsel  in  Armstrong's  home  county  to  represent  it  in  this 
action.  Armstrong  then  engineered  a  further  delay  until  March  20 
by  challenging  the  law  and  motion  Judge,  William  Stephens,  and 
still  another  delay  by  moving  to  transfer  this  case  to  Los 
Angeles.  Any  delay  in  the  hearing  of  plaintiff's  motion  has  been 
occasioned  by  Armstrong's  repeated  requests  for  continuance  and 


6 


1 

2\ 

3 

4 1 

5 

6 

7 

8i 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15, 

16| 

17: 

18j 

19 

2  0 

21! 

22 

2  3! 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


challenge  of  both  the  first  sitting  judge  and  the  court  of  the 
county  in  which  he  resides. 

C.  Duress  Armstrong's  "duress"  claim  is  simply  frivolous. 
Armstrong  settled  hotly  contested  litigation,  in  which  he  had 
been  represented  by  counsel,  freely  and  voluntarily  and  with  full 
representation  as  to  the  settlement  as  well,  for  substantial 
monetary  consideration.  At  the  signing  of  the  Agreement,  both 
Armstrong  and  his  counsel  clearly  understood  the  terms  of  the 
Agreement.  A  videotape  was  made  of  the  signing  by  Armstrong, 
which  shows  that  Armstrong  was  obviously  relaxed  and  happy  and 
joking  about  his  unusual  signature.  He  manifested  no  reserva¬ 
tions  about  the  signing,  and  in  questioning  by  plaintiff's 
attorney,  he  acknowledged  that:  1)  his  attorney  had  explained 
the  legal  and  factual  ramifications  of  the  documents  to  him;  2) 
he  understood  what  he  was  signing  and  had  no  questions  about  it; 
3)  he  knew  it  was  a  settlement  of  litigation  with  all  of  his 
attorneys'  clients  involved  in  similar  litigation  at  the  same 
time;  4)  he  had  read  and  comprehensively  reviewed  the  documents; 
and  5)  he  was  not  suffering  any  duress  or  coercion  in  connection 
with  signing  them.  A  copy  of  the  videotape  and  of  a  transcript 
has  been  provided  to  the  Court.  Declaration  of  Lawrence  E. 
Heller,  Ex.  1  and  2. 

What  Armstrong's  new  sworn  testimony  admits  is  that  he 
deliberately  defrauded  the  Church  into  paying  him  a  substantial 
sum  when  he  had  no  intention  of  keeping  any  of  the  promises  he 
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was  making.4 

Regardless  of  whether  Armstrong  acted  under  duress,  he 
represented  that  he  was  not,  and  cannot  therefore  use  it  as  a 
defense.  In  order  to  be  a  viable  defense,  the  duress  must  have 
been  "...exercised  by  or  with  the  connivance  of  the  party  as  to 
whom  he  rescinds."  Cal. Civ.  Code,  Sec.  1689(a)(1).  Armstrong 
cannot  show  that  here,  with  or  without  Yanny's  help.5 

D.  The  Availability  of  Liquidated  Damages  Does  Not  Preclude 

Injunctive  Relief 

Yanny  argues  that  other  remedies  are  adequate  because  two  of 
the  four  provisions  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce  contain 
liquidated  damages  provisions.  This  argument  ignores  the  fact 
that  two  of  the  provisions  do  not  provide  for  liquidated  damages. 
Plaintiff  may  recover  liquidated  and/or  general  damages  for  past 


4  See  Ex.  Q  to  Evidence  Submitted  in  Support  of  Plaintiff's 
Amended  Motion  for  Preliminary  Injunction,  Armstrong  Declaration 
of  November  17,  1991.  Moreover,  Armstrong  has  done  everything  he  j 
can  to  prevent  plaintiff  from  exposing  the  truth  about  his  claim 
of  duress.  Through  various  bad  faith  tactics,  he  has  avoided 
being  deposed,  despite  his  deposition  being  noticed  three  times. 
See,  Declaration  of  Andrew  H.  Wilson,  2  through  10.  More 
significantly,  he  foiled  the  deposition  of  Michael  Flynn,  the 
attorney  representing  him  in  the  Armstrong  I  litigation,  by 
filing  a  motion  to  quash  the  deposition  notice  and  setting  the 
hearing  for  June  4,  1992.  Bartilson  Dec.,  5  4.  Flynn  would  have 
refuted  Armstrong's  declaration.  Declaration  of  Earle  Cooley, 

3-5. 

5  Armstrong's  claim  of  duress,  made  by  Yanny,  would,  at  most, 
render  the  Settlement  Agreement  voidable,  not  void.  Cal. Civ. 

Code  §  1566.  Rather  than  promptly  seeking  rescission,  Armstrong 
has  ratified  the  Settlement  Agreement  by  accepting  the 
substantial  benefits  which  the  Settlement  Agreement  afforded  him. 
See,  e.g.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  v.  Zimmer  (1949)  87 

Cal . App . 2d  624.  Moreover,  a  settlement  agreement  may  not  be 
rescinded  partially,  Larsen  v.  Johannes  (1970)  7  Cal. App. 3d  491. 
The  law  will  not  permit  Armstrong  to  retain  the  rights  which  he 
deems  desirable  and  repudiate  the  remainder.  IMP  Development 
Corp.  v.  Dow  Corning  (1982)  135  Cal. App. 3d  451,  458. 
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breaches  and  also  sue  to  enjoin  future  breaches.  Further,  the 
Agreement  specifically  provides  for  the  relief  sought  here. 

E.  Plaintiff  Does  Not  Have  Unclean  Hands  Yanny's  argument  that 


plaintiff  has  unclean  hands  is  based  upon  acts  which  allegedly 
occurred  prior  to  the  signing  of  the  Settlement  Agreement.  There 
is  no  connect  on  between  any  of  the  alleged  conduct  and 
plaintiff's  attempt  to  enforce  the  contract  against  Armstrong. 

The  "unclean  hands"  argument  reveals  Yanny's  real  assertion  - 
that  plaintiff  is  "bad,"  that  it  must  perform  its  part  of 
agreements  it  makes,  but  that  it  may  not  dare  to  require  the 
parties  it  contracts  with  to  perform  their  part  of  the  bargain. 

IV.  PLAINTIFF  IS  NOT  COLLATERALLY  ESTOPPED  BY  ANY  PRIOR  FEDERAL 

OR  LEGAL  FINDING 

The  twin  doctrines  of  res  judicata  and  collateral  estoppel 
bar  relitigation  of  cases,  or  issues,  previously  litigated. 

Before  bringing  this  action,  plaintiff  brought  a  motion  in 
Armstrong  I  to  enforce  the  Settlement  Agreement.  The  Honorable 
Bruce  Geernaert  ruled  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the 
Settlement  Agreement  because  the  Court  did  not  specifically 
approve  it  or  order  its  enforcement.  Armstrong  himself  has  char-  i 
acterized  Judge  Geernaert 's  ruling  as  a  "narrow"  one.  See 
Defendant's  Memorandum  of  Points  and  Authorities  in  Support  of 
Motion  to  Dismiss  or  Stay  or  Transfer  to  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  p.  2.  Armstrong  now  asserts  that  this  "narrow"  ruling 
somehow  collaterally  estops  plaintiff  from  seeking  a  preliminary 

i 

injunction. 

After  this  case  was  transferred  to  Los  Angeles,  the  parties 
appeared  before  Judge  Geernaert  to  argue  whether  plaintiff's 


9 


1 

2 

3' 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


challenge  pursuant  to  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §170.6  would  be 
accepted.  The  issue  argued  was  whether,  on  December  23,  1991, 

Judge  Geernaert  had  decided  any  factual  or  legal  issue  relating 
to  the  merits  of  the  case.  In  accepting  the  challenge,  Judge 
Geernaert  made  clear  that  he  had  made  no  such  decision. 


The  Court: 


Mr.  Morantz: 


The  Court: 


Mr.  Morantz: 
The  Court : 


I  have  not  made  any  ruling  or  decision  based 
on  a  breach  of  contract  case.  All  I  decided 
was  the  law  applying  to  the  controversy  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  could  be  enforced  under 
664.6  or  that  other  code  section,  and  both  of 
those  were  premised  on  there  being  a  prior 

Court  order. 

*  *  * 

You  did  make  statements  in  the  transcript 
whether  or  not  the  contract  would  be 
enforceable . 

I  may  have  made  comments  about  it  but  there 
is  a  lot  of  law  how  uncertain  a  contract  has 
to  be  before  you  can  sue  for  breach  of 

contract .... 

*  *  * 

.  .  .  You  made  factual  findings  that  would 

also  affect  a  breach  of  contract  suit. 

I  certainly  didn't  intend  any  of  my  analysis 
to  be  a  factual  finding. 


See  Transcript  of  Proceedings,  April  28,  1992,  pg .  21-22; 
Declaration  of  Laurie  Bartilson,  Exhibit  B. 


CONCLUSION 

For  all  of  the  foregoing  reasons,  Yanny's  "amicus"  brief 
must  be  stricken,  and  plaintiff's  preliminary  injunction  granted. 
DATED?  May  19,  1992  Respectfully  submitted. 


WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 

California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 

party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 

Blvd.,  Suite  2000,  Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 

On  May  19,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 

as  PLAINTIFF'S  REPLY  TO  YANNY'S  AMICUS  CURIAE  BRIEF  on  interested 

parties  in  this  action  as  follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Paul  Morantz  BY  HAND 
P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 

Graham  Berry  BY  HAND 
Lewis,  D'Amato,  Brisbois  &  Bisgaard 
221  N.  Figueroa  St.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 

Ford  Greene 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  9490-1949 

[X]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[x]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 


served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit . 

Executed  on  May  19,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 
envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  Mav  19.  1992.  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 


**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


